Similar problems arise in attempting a periodization of the history of the kingdom of Israel in the ninth century. Like Assyrian history, Israelite history for this century clearly contains three discernible, yet interconnected, periods, two of which overlap into other centuries (the first with the previous tenth century and the third with the following eighth century):
1 the early period (from Jeroboam I to the accession of Omri) (c. Ashurnasirpal II ruled Assyria from near the beginning of Omri's reign and throughout much of Ahab's. In his western campaign (dated c. 875-867-at the very end of Omri's reign or the beginning of Ahab's), he received the tribute of the kings of Tyre, Sidon and Byblos (along with other Phoenician city-states such as Arvad). While Israel did not pay tribute at this time, there can be little doubt that the Omride dynasty became acutely aware of the Assyrian threat to its security.
No matter how one understands the periodization of Neo-Assyrian history in the ninth century, the reign of Shalmaneser III (859-824 BCE) stands out (Yamada 2002) . And it is particularly interesting that his reign provides the initial contact points between the two political entities: in 853 BCE fighting a coalition of western kings at Qarqar that included Ahab, the Israelite; and in 841 BCE extracting tribute from Jehu. Neither of these events is mentioned in the Bible, but is known only from Assyrian inscriptions. Thus Shalmaneser's reign serves as a bridge between the second and third periods of Israelite history listed above. The remainder of this chapter will investigate the place of Shalmaneser III within these histories. The fact is that, from 853 to the final conquest of Samaria in 720, the history of the Israelite kingdom is inextricably bound to the history of Assyria (as too is the rest of the Levant), and is profitably analysed in this light.
THE CAMPAIGN OF 853 AND THE BATTLE OF QARQAR
Shalmaneser III's 853 campaign is reported in nine of his inscriptions.
10 Far and away the most detailed account is preserved in the Kurkh Monolith. This large inscribed stone stela was discovered at Kurkh (ancient Tidu 11 ) in 1861 by J. E. Taylor (along with another monolith belonging to Ashurnasirpal II). The monolith of Shalmaneser is an annalistic text that dates the 853 campaign by eponym;
12 the other five annalistic texts date the campaign by regnal year (i.e. Shalmaneser's 'sixth regnal year'). Since the text ends abruptly with the last narrated event being the battle of Qarqar (853 BCE), scholars date it from 853-852 BCE. It was apparently carved in great haste resulting in numerous scribal errors (Tadmor 1961, 143-44) . This is unfortunate, since the stela contains the most detailed extant account of the battle of Qarqar.
Although the monolith was originally published in 1870 (Rawlinson and Smith 1870, pls. 7-8) , the recent edition of Grayson (RIMA 3, A.0.102 .2) and two recent collations (Fuchs 1998; Yamada 2000a ) greatly facilitate its study. The 853 campaign reads (cf. COS 2, 263-64):
Episode 1 (ii.78b-81a) In the eponymy of Dayan-A88ur, in the month of Iyyar, the fourteenth day, I departed from Nineveh. I crossed the Tigris. I approached the cities of Giammu on the River Balij. They were afraid of my lordly fearfulness (and) the splendor of my fierce weapons; and with their own weapons they killed Giammu, their master. I entered the cities of Sajlala 13 and Til-8a-turaji. I took my gods into his palaces; (and) celebrated the ta8iltu-festival in his palaces. I opened his treasury (and) saw his stored-away wealth. I carried off his possessions (and) property. I brought (them) to my city, Assur.
NEO-ASSYRIAN AND ISRAELITE HISTORY 247 10 Six texts are annals: the Kurkh Monolith (RIMA 3, A.0.102.2, ii.78b-102; Yamada: Annals 3; COS 2.113A); the A88ur Clay Tablets: (RIMA 3, A.0.102.6, Yamada: Annals 5 ; COS 2.113B); the Calaj Bulls (RIMA 3, A.0.102.8, ; Yamada: Annals 6; COS 2.113C); the Marble Slab (RIMA 3, A.0.102.10, ii.13-25; Yamada: Annals 7; COS 2.113D); the Black Obelisk (RIMA 3, A.0.102.14, 54b-66; Yamada: Annals 13; COS 2.113F); the Broken Statue from Nimrud (RIMA 3, A.0.102.16, Yamada: Annals 14) . Three texts are 'Summary Inscriptions': the Fort Shalmaneser Stone Throne Base (RIMA 3, A.0.102.28, Yamada: Summary Inscription 6); the Engraved Door Sill from Fort Shalmaneser (RIMA 3, A.0.102.30, Yamada: Summary Inscription 9) ; and the Assur Basalt Statue (RIMA 3, A.0.102.40, Yamada: Summary Inscription 19 ; COS 2.113G). 11 Kurkh is probably ancient Tidu, not Tu8jan; Tu8jan is Ziyaret Tepe. See Kessler 1980, 117-21; Liverani 1992, 38-39; Parker 1998; Radner and Schachner 2001, 754-57. Contra Lipiński 2002, 233-34. 12 This version is Recension A (Schramm 1973, 70-72, 87-90) , while Yamada (2000a, 14) labels it Annals 3. 13 Hallo (1964, 78) proposed that the city of Sajlala be identified with Tell Sahlan (about 20 km south of Ain al Arus. Also see Yamada 2000a, 151; and Lipiński 2000, 128 n. 57. [ ] hundred 16 troops of Ba'asa, (the man) of Bit-Rujubi, the Ammonite-these 12 kings he took as his allies.
(ii.95b-102) They marched against me [to do] war and battle. With the supreme forces which A88ur, my lord, had given me (and) with the mighty weapons which the divine standard, 17 which goes before me, had granted me, I fought with them. I decisively defeated them from the city of Qarqar to the city of Qilzau.
18 I felled with the sword 14,000 troops, their fighting men. Like Adad, I rained down upon them a devastating flood. I spread out their corpses (and) I filled the plain. ϽI felledϾ with the sword their extensive troops. I made their blood flow in the wadis(?) [ ]. The field was too small for laying flat their bodies (lit. 'their lives'); the broad countryside had been consumed in burying them. I blocked the Orontes River with their corpses as with a causeway. In the midst of this battle I took away from them chariots, cavalry, (and) teams of horses.
The narrative structure of the 853 campaign in the Monolith (see Fig. 1 ) contains five episodes built on the itinerary phrase: TA(i8tu) URU(ā l) X attu-mu8 -'I departed from X ' (ii.78b; ii.81b; ii.86b; ii.87b; and ii.89b) . 19 The first three episodes (1-3) narrate Phase One of the campaign-the sub- Yamada (2000a, 368, 383) Deller and Bleibtreu 1992. 18 For this possible reading of the toponym, see the discussion below and Younger (forthcoming). 19 For this clause as an excerpt from the itineraries, see Liverani 1988; . (ii.87b-89a) jugation of northern Syria, and the last two episodes (4-5) relate Phase Two, the subjugation of central Syria. Phase One sets the stage for Phase Two, narrating the campaign in terms of the easiest (no fighting of the Assyrian army is necessary to subdue northern Syria) to the most difficult (the Assyrian army must capture and destroy cities and fight a twelve-king alliance in central Syria). This order creates a literary effect, slowly increasing the tension by progressing from the easy to the difficult. A similar narration is observable in Sennacherib's third campaign (Tadmor 1985; Younger 2003, 235-36) . This is good to keep in mind as one comes to the longer, climactic account of the battle of Qarqar at the end of the narrative. Thoughout the account, religious aspects are stressed: seven deities are mentioned in the prologue (A88ur, Anu, Enlil, Ea, Sîn, 1ama8, and I8tar, i.1-4); Shalmaneser's gods are taken into Giammu's palaces for a celebration; through sacrifices the support of Hadad of Aleppo (a major Syrian deity, 20 also known to have been worshipped in the city of Assur [Menzel 1981, 128, T 154 116] ) is obtained; and in the battle of Qarqar, three deities (A88ur, Nergal and Adad) 21 ensure Assyrian victory. Since the iconography includes a depiction of the Great King and various divine symbols, either independent of the figure of the king or engraved as components of his necklace, the Neo-Assyrian royal stela portrayed 'visible religion' to its onlooker (Holloway 2002, 68-69) . In this regard, it is important to note the presence on Shalmaneser's necklace the depiction of the symbolic cross of Ninurta/Nabû, which emphasizes the importance of this deity to the early Neo-Assyrian kings (especially Ashurnasirpal II, Shalmaneser III and Shamshi-Adad V). In fact, not only did Shalmaneser III build the ziggurat for the temple of Ninurta in Kalju (RIMA 3:136, A.0.102.56, , but the Kurkh Monolith contains important epithets of Ninurta in its opening lines (i.11-12a) .
Since the monolith was discovered at Kurkh, the stela falls into Morandi's class 1 (1988, , that is, stelae that were placed along the routes taken by the Assyrian army on campaigns. Thus it is not surprising that the account of year 853 in the monolith is the most detailed and propagandistic of all of Shalmaneser's inscriptions narrating the events of his sixth regnal year. This is in complete agreement with the fact that, as J. Reade (1979b, 342) points out, the royal stela was 'the Assyrian equivalent of a political poster'. 20 In very recent excavations of the citadel of Aleppo, a series of large blocks with reliefs were uncovered that were part of the temple of the famous god Hadad of Halab (modern Aleppo). See Kohlmeyer 2000. Eleven blocks were published in this volume. Twenty-six have been discovered as of 2004 (personal communication J. D. Hawkins) . 21 Represented in the god army divisions A88ur, Nergal and Adad. See provisionally Scurlock 1997, 497 n. 39. In episode 1, by simply marching to the Balij River, Shalmaneser removed a pocket of insubordination in north Syria-specifically a group of cities that were under the rule of an individual named Giammu. In order to ward off a hopeless conflict, a pro-Assyrian opposition group in the country killed Giammu 22 and submitted to Shalmaneser without a fight. Shalmaneser celebrated in the deceased king's palaces and carried off his wealth.
In episode 2, Shalmaneser departed and marched to Til-Barsip, a city that he had renamed after himself, Kar-Shalmaneser. Crossing the Euphrates, he marched to the city of Pitru (biblical Pethor), another city that he had renamed, Ana-A88ur-uter-asbat. Here he received the tribute of seven kings of 'the land of 9atti' (see Table 13 .1).
In episode 3, Shalmaneser advanced through the territory of Bit Agusi, arriving at the city of Aleppo (9alman). He received that city's tribute and sacrificed to the important Syrian deity, Hadad of Aleppo. At this point, the narrative has demonstrated the utter suzerainty of Shalmaneser III over north Syria, especially the ease with which he has accomplished this.
In Phase Two, in episode 4, the Assyrian army fights for the first time during the campaign, though it appears to easily capture, plunder and destroy three of Irjuleni's cities. The capture of the Hamathite cites of Pargâ, Adâ (ϭAdennu) and Qarqar (along with the city of A8tammaku captured in the 848 campaign) are represented in the reliefs on Shalmaneser's bronze gate bands from Balawat (Imgur-Enlil).
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While in episode 2 Shalmaneser had, without a fight, received the tribute of seven kings, in episode 5 he faces the greatest challenge to Assyrian suzerainty-the twelve-king alliance, headed surprisingly not by Irjuleni, the king of Hamath, whose land is being invaded, but by Hadad-ezer (Adad-idri) of Aram-Damascus. 24 The challenge is heightened by the enumeration of the See Marcus 1987; Reade 1979a, 66-68; Bär 1996, 113-30; and Hertel 2004. 24 For a possible reason for the organization of this coalition at this time, see Grayson 2004, 5 . 
extent of participation, size and military hardware exhibited by the coalition forces (see Table 13 .2). contain all five episodes of the Kurkh Monolith, although episodes 2, 4 and 5 are significantly truncated. In episode 5 (the battle of Qarqar), these two 'Annals' change the number of dead for the coalition forces from 14,000 to 25,000. They also add three sentences at the end of the episode:
In order to save their lives they ran away. I boarded ships (and) I went out upon the sea.
None of the other texts (including the three 'Summary Inscriptions ') has any of these sentences at the end of episode 5, except the Assur Basalt Statue (a Summary Inscription) which contains only the sentence: 'In order to save their lives they ran away.' Thus, the last two sentences were added to inscriptions composed over a decade after the battle.
The narrate only episode 5 in truncated form. Since the first two of these predate all of the annalistic texts, except, of course, the Kurkh Monolith, the truncated form of episode 5 in these Summary Inscriptions probably served as the base text for the truncated forms in the later Annals. Line ii.97b of the monolith has been read 'I decisively defeated them from the city of Qarqar to the city of Gilzau (URU gíl-za-ú)'. The two Summary Inscriptions from Fort Shalmaneser (the Throne Base and the Door Sill) read: 'I decisively defeated them from the city of Qarqar to the city of Dilziau (URU di-il-zi-a-ú)'. It is possible that the monolith's toponym should be read URU qil-za-ú and that the different spellings reflect the same place. 25 Finally, the Assur Basalt Statue credits Shalmaneser with slaying 29,000 allied troops, a reading that is followed in the Broken Statue from Nimrud.
PROBLEMS
There are at least four remaining interpretive problems in reconstructing the 853 campaign. These include Shalmaneser's claim to victory, the total of twelve kings, the identification of the coalition partners, and the number of chariots, cavalry and troops ascribed to the different coalition kings.
SHALMANESER III's CLAIM TO VICTORY
From the detailed, gory narration of the Kurkh Monolith, it would certainly seem that Shalmaneser III won a great victory at the battle of Qarqar in 853 BCE. A few scholars reserve the possibility of a real victory by Shalmaneser, though the coalition remained intact and continued to offer resistance (e.g. Grayson 1992, 742; Lambert 2004, 359) . Y. Ideka (1984-85, 27-28) suggests a draw that resulted in the retreat of the Assyrian army from the battlefield to the Mediterranean coast, since Shalmaneser claims 'I boarded ships (and) I went out upon the sea'.
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However, while Shalmaneser may have captured the city of Qarqar along with the other three cities listed in the Monolith and Balawat Bronzes, most scholars believe that his claim to victory over the coalition in the ensuing battle of Qarqar was in reality an Assyrian defeat, since he returned in 849 (his tenth year), 848 (his eleventh year) and 845 (his fourteenth year) to fight against the same coalition with little greater success (Hawkins 1972-75, 67; Dion 1995b, 482-89) . The two rock face inscriptions at the source of the Tigris refer to the 'fourth time' in which Shalmaneser faced this coalition (RIMA 3, A.0.102.23 and A.0.102.24) . Of course, there may have been some limited successes: for example, in 848 he was apparently able to capture the royal city of A8tammaku 27 from the Hamathites and the city of Aparazu NEO-ASSYRIAN AND ISRAELITE HISTORY 253 25 For the q/d interchange in Neo-Assyrian spelling of an Aramaic toponym, see Millard 1980, 369; Weippert 1973, 46 n. 83; and Younger (forthcoming) . 26 Grayson (2004, 6) states: 'Assyria did not win a great victory on this occasion but neither did she suffer a great defeat; the result was uncertain'. 27 For the identification of Tell Mastuma (modern Stumak) with A8tammaku, see Ikeda 1979, 79 . For excavations at Tell Mastuma and its possible function as 'a royal city of Hamath', see Wakita, Wada, and Nishiyama 2000, 555-56 . The Iron Age settlement was about 10,000 square metres in size (ibid., 538 n. 4). from Arpad, 28 but the Assyrians never once claim to have conquered Hamath or Damascus while this coalition remained intact. Since there was no further advance into the territory of Hamath (Yamada 2000a, 163) , there is significant doubt about the kind of success claimed by Shalmaneser in the monolith. That text does not narrate the pursuit of the enemy, extraction of tribute, or capture and punishment of any of the coalition kings (Elat 1975, 26) , all typical motifs narrated after a victory. The literary structure as outlined above also raises doubts about the success. In fact, if the coalition's goal was to halt the Assyrians' southward advance and prevent their domination over the West, this goal was achieved.
Another indication of Assyrian overall failure is the fact that opposition to Assyria increased after the 853 campaign among some of the northern states that had previously paid tribute. In both 849 and 848, even Carchemish and Arpad fought against Assyria, and consequently the Assyrian army was forced to reconquer cities and territories that on the eve of the battle of Qarqar were submissive to Assyria. 29 It is important to note that Sangara, the Carchemishite, and Arame of Arpad (Bit-Agusi) were kings who paid tribute in 853, but are still on the throne and fighting Assyria in 849 and 848.
According to two annalistic texts (the Assur Clay Tablets [842 BCE] and the Calaj Bulls [841 BCE]), after the battle of Qarqar, Shalmaneser boarded a ship and took a boat ride in the Mediterranean. While some scholars accept Shalmaneser's claim of maritime entertainment (e.g. Yamada 2000a, 163), this event is missing in the earliest Assyrian record of the battle and its addition to the narrative is only found in these two annalistic texts dating from over a decade later. And these are the texts that begin the pattern of inflation of the number of allied dead from 14,000 in the monolith to 25,000, finally culminating in the figure of 29,000 found in the Broken Statue from Nimrud and the Assur Basalt Statue. Of course, even the 14,000 figure may be exaggerated. Thus some scholars (e.g. Galil 2002, 46 ) see Shalmaneser's cruise as a rhetorical device used to disguise the Assyrian army's failure to gain its objectives in this battle. 30 Another indication of Shalmaneser's failure, as W. W. Hallo has pointed out, may be the total silence of the Bible. He puts it this way: 'Had Ahab and his allies really suffered the massive defeat which the Assyrian annalists inflicted on them, an account of the battle would certainly have served the 30 It seems doubtful that one would go on a boat ride after being defeated in battle. Since the two texts containing the claim date from 842 and 841, perhaps Shalmaneser sailed the sea after one of the later Syrian campaigns (i.e. 848 or 845). didactic purposes of the canonical Book of Kings' (Hallo 1960, 40; and Hallo and Simpson 1998, 127-30) .
But by 841 BCE, the coalition had disintegrated, partly the result of the repeated Assyrian campaigns, and partly the result of changes in ruler in two of the most powerful states, Damascus (the usurpation of Hazael) and Israel (the usurpation of Jehu).
THE TOTAL 'TWELVE KINGS'
Another problem is the number of coalition forces. The Monolith (ii.95) inscription states: 'these twelve kings he took as his allies' (12 MAN.ME1-ni an-nu-ti a-na ÉRIN.TA9-ti-8ú il-qa-a), implying that Irjuleni was the one who organized a coalition of twelve kings to assist him. Oddly, there are only eleven members listed, not twelve; and Irjuleni is included in the eleven (though not listed first, but second); and only the names of seven kings are entered! This has given rise to a number of different proposals. Grayson (RIMA 3, A.0.102.23, suggests that this is an erroneous addition since only eleven kings are listed. Tadmor (1961, 144-45) concludes that this is one of many scribal errors in the monolith: in this case, the name and country of the twelfth participant were erroneously omitted. A number of scholars think that the last entry 'Ba'asa, (the man) of Bit-Rujubi, the Ammonite' is really a reference to two entities, Beth-Rehob and Ammon, and that the name of the ruler of the Ammonites has been lost. 31 Among those that hold this view, there is disagreement on the identification of the last entity (is it Ammon or Amanah? see discussion below). Finally, it is also possible that the Assyrian scribes are simply rounding off the number to an even dozen, a conventional number with symbolic significance (de Odorico 1995, 133-36) . 32 This last option seems preferable.
Interestingly, one text of Shalmaneser III, carved along with a second inscription into a rock face at the Tigris' source, gives the number of the allied enemies as 'fifteen cities of the seashore'. 33 Moreover, the locution found in three of the Annalistic texts and one Summary Inscription is: 'Hadad-ezer (Adad-idri), the Damascene, (and) Irjuleni, the Hamathite, together with 31 Weidner suggested this (apud Michel 1947, 70 n. 13) . Na'aman (1976, 98 n. 19 ) states: 'It should be noted that this combination of names does not appear elsewhere in the Assyrian inscriptions, so Weidner's proposal to complete the number of allies to 12 makes very good sense.' See also Kuan 1995, 32-34; Ikeda 1999, 278; Yamada 2000a, 160-61; Galil 2002, 42, 46. 32 Na'aman (1976, 98 n. 19) 
twelve kings
34 of the shore of the sea, trusted in their combined forces', while the formulation in two Summary Inscriptions is: 'Hadad-ezer (Adad-idri), the Damascene, (and) Irjuleni, the Hamathite, and twelve kings 35 along the seashore trusted in their combined forces' (the emphasis is mine). All these texts imply two major named kings plus twelve others, giving a total of fourteen. Hence, it would seem that the number twelve is used in a figurative, conventional way. It is noteworthy and, not fortuitous, that there are seven named kings in this list of twelve (Hadad-ezer, Irjuleni, Ahab, Matinu-Ba'al, Adon-Ba'al, Gindibu' and Ba'asa)-a number that corresponds to the number of tributary kings listed earlier in the account of the 853 campaign (episode 2). Of course, the number seven is also a conventional figure.
Finally, it is noteworthy that in various literary texts praising Ninurta or describing his mythological combats, there occur lists of monsters defeated by him. In the Sumerian myths, the victor who subdued the enemies is exclusively Ninurta or Ningirsu, while in the Assyrian and Babylonian sources the victor is sometimes identified as Marduk or Nabû.
36 While their identities were not fixed, their number appears to have been: namely, it is always eleven (see Lambert 1986, 58; Annus 2002, 119-20) . These monsters appear to have been personifications of the enemies of the state, symbols of disorder, and feature in royal inscriptions and iconography, rather like the Nine Bows in Egyptian military propaganda. The divine victory over them was replicated in the king's victories over political enemies. Thus Assyrian royal ideology interpreted politics as acts of creation in the sense of defeating chaos, stimulating the politics of imperial expansion. It postulated war and chaos, not war and peace as antithetical. Thus to Assyrians, war was a kind of creatio continua. Assyrian rule over the world was expected to be the only way for all nations to live in peace, concord and social justicethe paradox of this ideology was that the vassal states' payment of tribute to the Assyrian state was an expression of their acknowledgment of a just world order (Otto 1999, 7) . Therefore, could it be that the eleven political entities comprising the enemy coalition listed in the monolith is a subtle literary allusion to this? 
IDENTIFICATION OF THE COALITION PARTNERS
Interrelated to the question of the twelve kings is the issue of the identification of the coalition partners (see Table 13 .2 above). These identifications give rise to the question of whether there is a discernible arrangement in the presentation of the participants.
While the first participant seems straightforward, Hadad-ezer (lit. Adadidri) of Damascus (see Schwemer 1998, 46) , there is, in fact, a problem. Since Ahab, the Israelite, is mentioned in the monolith (third participant), it is evident that the two kings were contemporaries. However, the only king of Damascus during the reign of Ahab that the Hebrew Bible mentions is BenHadad. In reconstructing the history of the period, two different possibilities have been proposed. One option is to equate Hadad-ezer (Adad-idri) with Ben-Hadad of 1 Kgs 20 and 22 (since an earlier Ben-Hadad is mentioned in 1 Kgs 15.18-20 in the days of Asa and Baasha, the Ben-Hadad of 1 Kgs 20 and 22 is often designated Ben-Hadad II by those following this option) (Hallo 1960, 39-40; Wiseman 1972-75; Elat 1975, 30-31; Mitchell 1982, 479; Ikeda 1999, 277; Rainey 2001, 140-49; Cogan 2001, 471; Galil 2002, 46-48; Lambert 2004, 369 [Ben-Hadad I] ). One fundamental problem is that the name in the monolith, Adad-idri, does not equate with Ben-Hadad (other than the theophoric element). Some (e.g. Mazar 1962, 101) have suggested that the name, Ben-Hadad, may have been a dynastic title, but there is no clear evidence to support this.
The second option, which has gained wide endorsement in recent years, understands 1 Kgs 20 and 22 as reflecting a later political situation in the days of Jehoram, Jehoahaz, or Jehoash (Jepsen 1941-45; Whitley 1952; Miller 1966; 1967a; 1967b; Pitard 1987, 114-25; 1994, 207-30; H. Weippert 1988; Halpern and Vanderhooft 1991, 230-35; Kuan 1995, 36-38; Dion 1997; Lipiński 2000) . Consequently, Hadad-ezer (Adad-idri) should not be equated with Ben-Hadad of 1 Kgs 20 and 22. According to this view, the only Ben-Hadad (Aramaic: Bar-Hadad) known from extra-biblical sources is Ben-Hadad/Bar-Hadad, the son of Hazael, who ruled over Damascus in the early eighth century and who is mentioned in 2 Kgs 3.3, 24-25 and the Zakkur Inscription. Thus in the stories that describe the Israelite wars with Damascus in 1 Kgs 20 and 22 the name of Ahab has been erroneously inserted by the biblical writer; and so these narratives really belong to Jehoahaz (2 Kgs 13.10-25).
While the arguments concerning these two options are too complex to enter into here, it should be pointed out that the second option may ultimately create 'more problems than it solves' (Glatt 1993, 110 n. 135 ). Lambert (1994, 52) correctly asserts: 'the matter cannot be considered finally settled'.
The second participant is identified in the monolith as Irjuleni of Hamath. This is none other than Urjilina of some of the hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions from Hama, an important king of the Neo-Hittite dynasty that ruled over . 37 All nine of Shalmaneser's inscriptions that narrate the battle of Qarqar mention him, and, along with Hadad-ezer, he forms the leadership for the united front against the Assyrian king, not only in 853, but in 849, 848 and 845. After 845, the coalition disappears and Hamath does not participate in resistance to Shalmaneser in 841 or 838-837 BCE.
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The third participant is Ahab, the Israelite. This is the only occurrence of the term 'Israelite' in the Assyrian inscriptions. 39 The first three participants supply the largest number of troops, chariots and cavalry to the alliance.
The fourth participant poses a difficulty. The text of the Monolith reads: KUR gu-a-a and many early translations understood this to be a variant spelling of Que/Quwe, that is, Cilicia.
40 However, in 1961, H. Tadmor argued that it is improbable that gu-a-a is a variant spelling of the gentilic form on phonetic grounds. He suggested the emendation: KUR Gu-ϽbalϾ-a-a, the gentilic form for 'Byblos'. It has also been argued that Que's participation in the coalition of central Syrian states was unlikely since neither Patina/Unqi or Sam'al/Bit Gabbari were involved, making it difficult to supply troops from Que to Qarqar (Yamada 2000a, 158) .
Recently, some scholars have opted once again for understanding the monolith's KUR gu-a-a as Que/Quwe. 41 In fact, G. Galil (2002, 42) has recently argued that since only 500 troops were sent to the battle, it is possible that they sailed from Que to the land of Hamath.
But none of these scholars has addressed the cuneiform spelling issue raised by Tadmor. While it is possible to read the sign GU with the value QÙ, Que/Quwe is not once spelled with this sign in any of Shalmaneser's inscriptions (Yamada 2000a, 157 n. 279 (Parpola 1970, 288-89) . Therefore it is highly unlikely that Que/Quwe is the entity involved in the battle of Qarqar. Tadmor's emendation (1961, 144-45) makes the best sense.
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The fifth participant was Egypt (KUR mu-u s-ra-a-a 'Egyptian '). Egypt is referred to in some other contexts in Shalmaneser's inscriptions and it makes good sense here (Tadmor 1961, 144-45 ; Borger TUAT 1/4, 361 n. 92a; Kitchen 1986, 325; and Redford 1992, 339-40) . 44 It is interesting to remember that Osorkon II demonstrated 'a lifetime preoccupation with affairs in Asia' (Redford 1992, 339) , which the gifts of alabaster (presumably sent to Ahab) discovered in excavations at Samaria illustrate (Reisner, et al. 1924 , fig. 205, 2, pl. 56g) .
In a recent article, A. Lemaire suggests that there was a metathesis of the first two signs so that the proper reading is KUR su-mu-ra-a-a-'Sumuraean' (Lemaire 1993, 152*) . Some other scholars have followed in this interpretation (Dion 1997, 164-65; Lipiński 2000, 303) . While this is appealing, since it yields another Phoenician coastal ally, it seems completely unnecessary (see the objections of Na'aman 2002, 207 n. 29). Good sense of the text can be made without it. Therefore, reading the text as is (KUR mu-u s-ra-a-a 'Egyptian') seems best. The next four (participants 6-9) are all northern Phoenician coastal city- 
ba-'a-sa DUMU ru-ju-bi KUR a-mana-a-a. The debate concerning this participant has centered primarily on the word KUR A-ma-na-a-a.
Commonly scholars have understood this to refer to Ammon, the small Transjordanian state (Luckenbill 1926, 1, §611; Oppenheim 1950, 279; Na'aman 1976, 98 n. 20; Millard 1992, 35) . Some scholars have understood the word to refer to Amanah, the Anti-Lebanon 43 Kuan 1995 , 33. Fuchs 1998 reads: KUR x-gu-a-a and he suggests possibly reading the first sign as MA or Á1. But see Yamada's collation (2000a) . 44 Some scholars have proposed a country named Musri located in Cilicia (Garelli 1971) . For Musri in the third register of the Black Obelisk, some scholars have proposed a location in north-western Iran (e.g. Marcus 1987 ; the 2001 British Museum exhibit sign). While the twohumped camel is a problem for an Egyptian location, note the other animals pictured: a rhinoceros, water buffalo, antelope, elephant, monkeys and apes. In addition, in the epigraph for this register, the Akkadian words for 'rhinocero' and 'antelope' are Egyptian loan words: sadeya 'rhinoceros' and susu 'antelope'. See Deller 1983; CAD, S, 418. mountain range (cf. 2 Kgs 5.12Q, Song 4.8) (Cogan 1984, 255-59; Dion 1997, 176, 186; Na'aman 1995, 385-86; 2002, 204-05) . Moreover, beside the similarity of place-name, Forrer equated the patronym with Rehob, father of Hadad-ezer, of Sobah, named in 2 Sam. 8.3, suggesting Rehob was the dynastic name of the kings of Sobah (Forrer 1928, 328 ).
The spelling of KUR A-ma-na-a-a does not automatically point to Ammon or Mt Amanah, since KUR can be the determinative for land or mountain. The name Ba'asa is West Semitic (b'8') and is known from the name of an Israelite king (1 Kgs 15.16). It is also found in Ammonite, 45 as well as in Punic (Benz 1972, 101) . Consequently, it is impossible from this name to identify the ruler's ethnicity. But Mt Amanah is never attested as a state in any other source; and here, in this context-compare the formulation of the preceding allies (Table 13 .2 above)-it is clearly a gentilic form which points to a political entity. Therefore, it seems most probable that KUR A-ma-na-a-a should be understood as 'Ammonite' (see Rendsburg 1991) .
However, no other individual in the list has a double attribution (whether one understands DUMU ru-ju-bi as a gentilic or a patronymic). 46 Thus quite a few scholars have followed Weidner's suggestion that these are really two entities: Beth-Rehob and Ammon (see n. 31).
THE NUMBER OF CHARIOTS, CAVALRY AND TROOPS ASCRIBED TO THE DIFFERENT COALITION KINGS
There is debate over the accuracy of the numbers in this passage and especially the number of chariots attributed to Ahab. Some scholars argue that this is an accurate number (e.g. Elat 1975, 29; Briquel-Chatonnet 1992, 80-81; Kuan 1995, 34-36) . Some suggest that Ahab's force may have included auxiliaries from Jehoshaphat of Judah and from vassals such as Moab and Edom (Malamat 1973, 144; Miller and Hayes 1986, 270) . But other scholars argue that the number 2,000 is an error for 200 (e.g. Na 'aman 1976, 97-102; Mitchell 1982, 479) . Regarding the number of infantry mustered by the coalition, M. de Odorico (1995, concludes that the scribe decided on what had to be the approximate size of the Syro-Palestinian army (≈ 70,000) and multiplied some numbers by ten until he got this value. It was the first three contingents (i.e. Damascus, Hamath and Israel), as well as those referring to the camels of the Arabs and to the troops of Arqa, that were all intentionally multiplied by a factor of ten.
But two recent studies have argued for the basic accuracy of the numbers. A thorough quantitative study of the Assyrian musters for war found by F. M. Fales (2000, 52-53) primarily in the 'Horse Lists' has demonstrated that the size of the Assyrian army at the battle of Qarqar was approximately 86,000 men (excluding all civilian and auxiliary personnel). Fales also concludes that the numbers given for the coalition forces at Qarqar may, in fact, reflect roughly accurate numbers. 47 Contrasting the coalitions that Shalmaneser III faced with those faced by Ashurnasirpal II, Liverani (2004, 215-16) concludes that 'we can reasonably maintain that Shalmaneser had to venture into Syria with armies of the size of 60,000 soldiers or more' (about three times the size of Ashurnasirpal's army).
Regarding the number of casualties (see Millard 1991, 219; de Odorico 1995, 107; and Mayer 1995, 46-47) , the monolith's 14,000 appears to inflate to 25,000 in the Assur Clay Tablets, the Calaj Bulls, and the Marble Slab, and then to 29,000 in the Broken Statue from Nimrud and the Assur Basalt Statue, 48 unless these are 'running totals' of all of Shalmaneser's campaigns. Since 14,000 may already be an exaggeration, the other figures likely are. This inflation of the casualties' number is one of the items that point to the Assyrian failure at Qarqar. 47 A 'Horse List ' (TFS 103) from the reign of Sargon II constitutes a BE-qu muster, 'a record of all the horses and mules in the chariotry and some, if not all, of those in the cavalry, of the army gathered by Sargon for one of the years of his Babylonian campaign' (Dalley and Postgate 1984, 200) . It gives totals for different musters (like that for Borsippa, lines iii.7-8) as well as a grand total: '3,477 (horse and mules)'. In Shalmaneser's Assur Clay Tablets (RIMA 3, A.0.102.6, , he claims to have 'hitched up teams of horses to 2,002 chariots and 5,542 cavalry for the forces of my land' (cp. RIMA 3, A.0.102.11, left edge ii.1-2a). In the Marble Slab (RIMA 3, A.0.102.10, iv.34b-40a), Shalmaneser gives grand totals for his campaigns through his twentieth year: '110,610 prisoners, 82,600 killed, 9,920 horses (and) mules, 35,565 oxen, 19,690 donkeys, (and) 184,755 sheep -booty from the beginning of my reign up to my twentieth regnal year'. 48 The Black Obelisk reads 20 LIM 5 ME '20,500', instead of the 20 LIM 5 LIM '25,000' of the other annalistic texts. Thus it can be treated as an error for 25,000.
THE CAMPAIGN OF 841 BCE AND THE TRIBUTE OF JEHU
Shalmaneser III's 841 campaign is preserved in five annalistic texts and two Summary Inscriptions. 49 The Marble Slab, even though it dates two years later than the Calaj Bulls, preserves the fullest account. It reads:
Episode 1 (iii.45b-iv.4a) In my eighteenth regnal year, I crossed the Euphrates for the sixteenth time.
Hazael of Damascus trusted in the massed might of his troops; and he mustered his army in great number. He made Mt Saniru/Senir, a mountain peak, which (lies) opposite Mt Lebanon, his fortress. I felled with the sword 16,020 troops, his fighting men. I took away from him 1,121 of his chariots, 470 of his cavalry, together with his camp. In order to save his life he ran away. I pursued after him. I confined him in Damascus, his royal city. I cut down his orchards. I burned his shocks.
Episode 2 (iv.4b-7a) I marched to the mountains of 9auranu. I razed, destroyed and burned cities without number. I carried away their booty.
Episode 3 (iv.7b-10a) I marched to the mountains of Ba'li-ra'si at the side of the sea and opposite Tyre. I erected a statue of my royalty there.
Episode 4 (iv.10b-12a) I received the tribute of Ba'al-manzer, the Tyrian, and of Jehu (Ia-a-ú), (the man) of Bit-9umrî (Omri).
Episode 5 (iv.12b-15a) On my return, I went up on Mt Lebanon. I set up a stela of my royalty with the stela of Tiglath-pileser (I), the great king who went before me.
The narrative structure of the campaign divides into two phases (see Fig.  13 .2). The first phase is a fighting phase in which the primary enemy, Hazael, and his land are subjugated. This phase is narrated in two parts: the defeat of Hazael (episode 1) and the continuation and conclusion of the campaign in the mountains of Hauran (episode 2). The second phase is a non-fighting phase in which there are two instances in which a statue is set up on a mountain and the extraction of tribute from two non-combatant kings, Ba'al-manzer of Tyre and Jehu of Bit 9umrî. The receipt of the tribute from the two kings (episode 4) is framed on either side by the erection of a statue at a specific location on a mountain (episodes 3, 5). Most of the narration of the 841 campaign in the slab is devoted to the description of the defeat of Hazael. This gives the feeling that episodes 2-5 are somewhat anticlimactic. Nevertheless, by framing the tribute of the two kings with the erections of the two statues, Shalmaneser is able to depict effectively his sovereignty over the entire region.
The Marble Slab and Broken Statue from Nimrud seem to follow the same version (with five episodes); the Calaj Bulls and the Kurbail Statue give a slightly different version (with only four episodes). The Black Obelisk gives a significantly truncated version, but it also includes the relief and epigraph detailing the precise tribute of Jehu of Bit 9umrî.
Regarding the Summary Inscriptions, the Walters Art Gallery stela is a fragmentary description of the 841 campaign, much of which can only be restored from parallels. The Assur Basalt Statue (COS 2.113G) contains a brief passage describing the death of Hadad-ezer (Adad-idri), the usurpation of Hazael, and a telescoped version of the campaign.
(i.25-ii.6) Hadad-ezer (Adad-idri) passed away. 50 Hazael, son of a nobody, took the throne. He mustered his numerous troops; (and) he moved against me to do war 50 KUR-8ú e-mi-id / 8ada8u emid. Lit. 'he reached his mountain'. The phrase is simply a euphemism for 'to die' and, in and of itself, does not specify whether the death was the result of natural or unnatural causes. This certainly had a negative impact on the coalition that Hadad-ezer had led from 853 to 845 BCE. As Yamada points out (2000a, 189-90) , it is plausible that the allies had been bound to each other by an oath of loyalty, since this was common practice in the ancient Near East. If so, it is plausible that they would have been required to maintain loyalty to the royal family of Hadad-ezer (Adad-idri) and to oppose any usurper. Thus with the change in dynasty in Damascus, the new political situation would have caused the disintegration of the coalition.
Shalmaneser's inscriptions do not relate an encounter with Hamathite troops during the 841 campaign, nor later in the campaign of 838-837. Between 844 and 841, the relationship between Hamath and Assyria had obviously changed. More than a century later, Sargon II claimed that his predecessors had imposed tribute on Irjuleni (see the Borowski Stela, Lambert 1981, 125; COS 2.118B; Hawkins 2004) . But since Shalmaneser himself never claimed this, some scholars feel that it is more likely that Shalmaneser brought Hamath over to an Assyrian alliance by diplomatic means, perhaps even some type of bilateral agreement with Assyria that allowed Shalmaneser to pass through its territory (Astour 1971, 384; Green 1979, 36 n. 10; Yamada 2000a, 190 n. 387) . One thing is sure: items from Hamath are found at Kalju (modern Nimrud), the capital city of Shalmaneser III. For example, there is an ivory with the name of Hamath incised on it.
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In addition, sixteen burnt shell ornaments (that were perhaps clappers or castanets) have been discovered at Fort Shalmaneser (room T 10) (Barnett 1963, 82-84; Oates and Oates 2001, 181; Hawkins 2000, 410-11) . Seven of these are inscribed in hieroglyphic Luwian: 'Urjilana, the king' (Hawkins 2000, 411) . Excavations at Hama (ancient Hamath) have produced a similar shell inscribed with the same name (with the same orthrography) (Riis and Buhl NEO-ASSYRIAN AND ISRAELITE HISTORY   265 51 Ikeda (1999, 291) suggests 844. Lipiński (1979, 76) and Lemaire (1991, 97) suggest 843. 52 Possibly dating to the ninth century on paleographic grounds (note esp. the mem). See Millard 1962 , 42. 1990 . Also found in the same room (T 10) were some ivories, one of which belonged to Hazael (see below). 53 Interestingly, an inscription of Irjuleni/Urjilina was discovered in the Iraqi village of Hines (1 km from Bavian) about 70 km north of Kalju (Nimrud). The inscription, reported in 1935 by T. Jacobsen (Frankfort and Jacobsen 1935, 101-03, fig. 107 [photo]), is a duplicate of two other Irjuleni/Urjilina building inscriptions found in Syria (Restan and Qal'at el Mudîq) (Hawkins 2000, 408-09) . But the stone and incised style of the inscription differ markedly from the basalt and relief script of its duplicates and the other Hamath inscriptions (Hawkins 2000, 409) . Because of these differences, Hawkins speculates that it is a copy made in antiquity of an original inscription taken to Assyria by Shalmaneser III, Irjuleni's/Urjilina's contemporary, or Sargon II, the conqueror of Hamath. 54 On the other hand, Dion speculates that the reference in the Borowski Stela to Irjuleni's final submission to Sargon's forefathers favours the reign of Shalmaneser for the time when the Hines inscription was made (Dion 1995b, 487-88) .
In his attack on Hazael, Shalmaneser apparently took the route through the Beqa Valley between the Lebanon and Anti-Lebanon Mountains. In episode 1, he claims to have fought Hazael at 'Mt Sanir, a mountain peak, which (lies) opposite Mt Lebanon, his fortress'. Mt Sanir is the biblical Mt Senir, which has been identified with the Anti-Lebanon range. He claims to have killed 16,000/16,020 of Hazael's troops and to have confined him in Damascus.
In episode 2 of the Marble Slab, Shalmaneser continued the campaign, moving southwards to plunder the towns in the Hauran, the modern Jebel edDruz, which rises to the east of biblical Bashan. He states: 'I razed, destroyed and burned cities without number. I carried away their booty.' This concludes the fighting phase of Shalmaneser's campaign.
Two pieces of booty from this campaign (or possibly from a later one against Hazael in 838-837) have been discovered. One was an ivory found in the excavations of room T 10 at Fort Shalmaneser incised with a fragmentary inscription (Millard as cited in Mallowan 1966, 598 ; COS 2, 163):
53 Barnett (1963, 81, 85) argued that all of the ivories and other objects from Hamath found in the excavations at Fort Shalmaneser were were part of booty that Sargon II carried off after his 720 BCE campaign. A recent study on the Neo-Assyrian attitude towards the use of ivory may explain the storage of ivories of this sort. See Herrmann and Millard 2003 . 54 Hawkins 2000 , 409. Landsberger (1948 ) went so far as to speculate that Irjuleni had somehow penetrated deep into Assyria and had written this inscription commemorating this event.
The other piece is a small, black and white marble cylinder (1.5 ϫ 4.1 cm) discovered on the north-east side of the small ziggurat in Assur (i.e. the Anu-Adad temple) (RIMA 3, 151; COS 2.113H). It was brought to Assur by Shalmaneser as booty from Hazael, and was perhaps used as a foundation deposit for the city wall. It has a short inscription, obviously incised after its capture:
Booty from the temple of the god 1eru (Aram. 8hr) of the city of Malaja, a royal city of Hazael of Damascus, which Shalmaneser, son of Ashurnasirpal, king of Assyria, brought back inside the wall of the Inner City (Assur).
This cylinder, however, probably dates to Shalmaneser's 838-837 campaign rather than the 841 campaign, since Malaja is mentioned in the Broken Statue from Nimrud (RIMA 3, A.0.102.16, . Yamada (2000b) published P. Hulin's hand copies of this text confirming this reading on the statue. Moreover, 'to Malaji' is the entry for year 838 in the Eponym Chronicle (Millard 1994, 29) .
In the next episode, Shalmaneser marched to the mountains of Ba'li-ra'si at the side of the sea and opposite Tyre and erected a statue of himself there. The identification of Ba'li-ra'si is debated. Three locations have been proposed: (1) in the vicinity of the Nahr el-Kelb (Honigmann 1929; Wiseman 1958, 49) ; (2) Mt Carmel (Astour 1971, 384-85; Green 1979, 36) and (3) Ras en-Naqura, the mountain demarcating the modern Lebanese-Israeli border (Borger TUAT 1, 366 n. 21a; Dion 1997, 196-97; Yamada 2000a, 192) . The last option seems best in the light of the fact that the texts of the Marble Slab and the Broken Statue from Nimrud read 'opposite the land of Tyre' (8a put mat surri).
In his march from Hauran to Ba'li-ra'si, it is possible that Shalmaneser crossed Israelite territory. Some scholars have attempted to understand the enigmatic verse in the book of Hosea Hos. 10.14), 'The ravaging of Betharbel by Shalman on the day of battle', as a reference to an attack on the Israelite town by Shalmaneser III in connection with this campaign. 55 It is possible that this is a reminiscence of the town's destruction, but it might date from the 838 campaign.
In episode 4, Shalmaneser receives the tribute of Ba'al-manzer of Tyre and of Jehu of Bit 9umrî (Marble Slab and Broken Statue from Nimrud).
The Calaj Bulls and Kurbail Statue state this somewhat differently:
At that time, I received the tribute of the Tyrians and the Sidonians, and of
Some scholars (e.g. Yamada 2000a, 194) have concluded from the difference in wording between the Marble Slab and these two other inscriptions that Tyre and Sidon were unified under one ruler, i.e. Ba'al-manzer of Tyre.
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There can be no doubt that the Assyrian cuneiform spelling ia-ú-a (the Marble Slab mistakenly writes ia-a-ú) is an accurate reflection of the Hebrew name of the Israelite King Jehu (s uh 9) (Zadok 1997; Na'aman 1997; Brinkman and Schwemer 2000; and Younger 2002, 207-18 57 Postgate has noted that the bitu has principally a political meaning, but also carries a geographical connotation. 'The b itu is more than a mere tribe, which might move at any time from one district to another, but its association with a personal name brings home the fact that the political and geographical entity is founded on a tribal system' (Postgate 1974, 234 The Black Obelisk, the latest of all known obelisks, provides a visual of Jehu's tribute with an epigraph identifying the particulars. 58 Sculpted from black alabaster, the famous monument is 1.98 metres in height and contains the longest account of Shalmaneser's reign, stretching down to the king's thirty-first year. Discovered by A. H. Layard at Kalju (Nimrud) in 1846, the text dates to 828-827 BCE. The top of the obelisk is formed in the shape of a ziggurat, having four sides with five registers or tiers on each side containing reliefs of the tribute being brought to the king . 59 This form may reflect the special appeal which these temple towers appear to have had for the Assyrians (Porada 1983, 16 ). While each register has an epigraph, the main text is found above and below the five registers on all four sides. 56 However, see the formulation in the Black Obelisk 103b-04a (8á KUR sur-ra-a-a KUR si-duna-a-a KUR gu-bal-a-a). Cf. also lines 180b-83a. 57 Schneider (1995; has suggested that the phrase DUMU(m ar) m ju-um-ri-i means 'son (descendant) of Omri' and that Jehu was a descendant of the Omride dynasty, perhaps by a different branch than the ruling descendants of Ahab. But see the criticisms of Dion 1997, 231 n. 36. The Assyrians often denoted countries by the name of the founder of the ruling dynasty at the time of their first acquaintance with it (e.g. 'Bit Bajiani, Bit Agusi, Bit 9umri'), regardless of which dynasty was currently in power. 58 See Ch. Uehlinger's essay in this volume. The known examples of obelisks date to the period from Ashur-bel-kala to Shalmaneser III (Russell 2003, 4) . 59 Register 4 contains an epigraph that identifies the tribute in the relief as that of Marduk-aplausur of Suhu. Interestingly, a letter from this ruler to the Hamathite king Rudamu/Uratamis, the son of Irjuleni/Urjilina, was discovered in excavations at Hama. See Parpola 1990 . See n. 15 above.
All Assyrian obelisks have apparently been found in the vicinity of temples, suggesting that their function was to display to the gods the economic success of the king-in pictures depicting the flow of wealth into the empire and in text describing how this wealth was obtained (Russell 2003, 6 ). On the other hand, their four-sided portrayals imply mobile viewers and a freestanding setting, suggesting that they were also intended for a human audience (ibid., 6).
On the front side, the second register contains the famous relief of Jehu of Israel (or his envoy) paying his tribute to Shalmaneser. The first register holds a scene of Sua, the ruler of Gilzanu, a land near Lake Urmia, paying his tribute. Through parallelism of the portrayals of the tribute from these two countries-the first being in the north-easternmost area of the empire and the second being in the south-westernmost area-the obelisk creates a pictorial merism stressing the gigantic extent of Shalmaneser's Assyrian empire (see Keel and Uehlinger 1994; Green 1979, 385; Porada 1983, 13-18; and Lieberman 1985, 88) . The epigraph (RIMA 3, A.0.102.88) reads:
I received the tribute of Jehu (Ia-ú-a) (the man) of Bit-9umrî: silver, gold, a golden bowl, a golden goblet, golden cups, golden buckets, tin, a staff (jutartu) of the king's hand, (and) javelins(?).
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M. Elat (1975, 33-34) notes that Sua, king of Gilzanu, is pictured on the obelisk giving Shalmaneser jutarate/jutarte 'staffs'. He argues for a distinction between jutaru/jutartu and jattu, with the former being a symbol of protection or ownership of property, and the latter a symbol of royal authority (i.e. a sceptre). Thus Jehu and Sua, in handing over the jutartu to Shalmaneser III, 'wished to symbolize that their kingdoms had been handed over to the protection of the king of Assyria'. 61 This jutartu-staff may be pictured on the recently discovered alabaster vase from the Jezireh attributed to Shalmaneser III (Abu Assaf 1992; Fortin 1999, 111; Heintz 2001, 473) . The vase pictures Shalmaneser and an unidentified king 'shaking hands', a motif seen on Shalmaneser's throne base from Fort Shalmaneser.
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CONCLUSION
In whatever scheme of periodization used for Neo-Assyrian history in the ninth century, the reign of Shalmaneser III stands out. His rule had great impact on most of the states of the Levant as the Assyrian empire expanded NEO-ASSYRIAN AND ISRAELITE HISTORY 269 60 In terms of the number of items delineated, Jehu 's tribute is the most (nine items). 61 See CAD 9 265 s.v. jutaru A. 62 For the theme of two kings 'shaking hands', see Reade 1979a, 69-70. beyond its traditional borders. Moreover, in the history of the Northern Kingdom of Israel, Shalmaneser's reign serves as a bridge between two important periods, impacting the Omride and Jehuite periods through his 853 and 841 campaigns. This study has analysed these campaigns and investigated some of their problems. The resistance offered by Ahab in conjunction with the western alliance that fought Shalmaneser at Qarqar in 853 gave way to the tribute gift of Jehu towards the conclusion of Shalmaneser's 841 campaign. Ahab was a participant in 'a grand alliance' that was able to resist Assyrian expansion; Jehu became an Assyrian paragon for the submissive client king, helping to define the vastness of the Assyrian state at the end of Shalmaneser's reign. While many years would pass before the Assyrians would accomplish the conquest of Israel, these initial contacts between Shalmaneser III and Ahab and Jehu demonstrate the two options that the Israelite monarchs would implement throughout the stormy relationship with the 'Great King(s) of Assyria' until the fall of Samaria and the land's incorporation into the Assyrian provincial system.
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